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NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 



PHILOLAUS, FRAGMENT 6, DIELS. STOBAEUS i. 21. 460 

The passage purports to be an excerpt from a work of Philolaus entitled 
iripl Koo-pov, and has therefore been subjected to scrutiny both by general 
editors of Stobaeus and by collectors of the fragments of Philolaus. Among 
the former are such well-known names as Heeren, Gaisford, Meineke, and 
Wachsmuth; while chief among the latter are Mullach (followed by Ritter 
et Preller), Boeckh, Schaarschmidt, Bywater, and H. Diels in the first 
volume of his Fragmente der Vorsokratiker. 

Boeckh argued that all the fragments of Philolaus were genuine, and 
Zeller accepted all but those taken from a work called irtpl i/'v^s; Valentine 
Rose and Professors Bywater and John Burnet have held that they were all 
spurious; and Diels considers some of them genuine, some doubtful, and 
some certainly false. The question of authenticity depends partly on 
linguistic factors and partly on the thought, but the two phases are inex- 
tricably tied up together owing to the extreme corruption of the text. Your 
emendations are bound to reflect your interpretation of the author's meaning, 
and vice versa; so that there is no escape from going round in an endless 
circle. It is thus necessary to define one's attitude on the general subject 
before attacking any particular fragment. 

My own view is that all the fragments which Diels accepts and possibly 
some of the others are genuine; that they set forth a doctrine which is con- 
sistent in its various aspects — as consistent as Pythagorean doctrines ever 
were; and that this doctrine is a development of earlier Pythagoreanism 
to meet the tendencies then current in philosophy. It thus can be fitted 
into its proper chronological place in the development of Pythagoreanism 
as well as in the larger current of Greek philosophy. 

Diels reads for the first sentence of his fragment 6 as follows: 

7repl Si <pwrios Kal ap/xovias u>8e «X el ' °- / /, ' v ''J" 1 ""' ™' / ffpay/iaTtov di'Sios e<r<ra 
Kal avTa fiiv a <f>v<rv; Otlav ye Kal ovk avOpunrivqv eVScxcrat yvuxriv ir\iov ya ij 
on oix °*6v T ' V v ov$iv tS>v iavTtov Kal yiyvuxTKO/tevov {up' d/xcov ya yevecr&u p.rj 
wapxotxra? Tas «<7toBs tu>v TrpaypAriov, l£ S>v <rw£<TTa 6 Koapuos, koX tu>v tre.po.i- 
vovriav Kal ru>v aireiputv. 

The general topic of the passage is <£ixns koI appovia. The former is the 
generic word for the real essence or nature of the world, and is used by 
various authors with differing connotations according to their particular 
views. Here it is immediately defined in a Pythagorean sense by the addi- 
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tion of dp/xovia, which according to the fragments was the active, creating, 
regulating force in nature (frags. 1, 2, 7, 10). In the next phrase, however, 
it is similarly linked with lurw. tcrrta t5>v irpayfuxTo>v is an emendation of 
Boeckh's, on the basis of rav ia-ria tS>v irpo.yiM.Twv Archytas ap. Stobaeus i. 714. 
la-Til) is a Doric form from the root Is (ei/u), but does not appear to be a 
dialect equivalent for ova-ia, as Doric has also uxrta. In the fragment of 
Archytas, lorco is defined as v\r) substance, and as such is distinguished from 
6t6s creative artist and from px>p<pu> creative art or model. An examination 
of the fragments of Philolaus tends to establish a similar significance for 
lorco; thus at the end of the passage quoted above, the author speaks of the 
lort6 of things, out of which (things) the ordered universe arose, and this 
terra) is described as underlying (wrapxovtras) the world that we see and know. 
This can hardly mean anything but the basic stuff or matter. Now Pro- 
fessor Burnet on other evidence has shown that "what distinguished the 
Pythagoreanism of this period from its earlier form was that it sought to 
adapt itself to the new theory of 'elements,'" of which Empedocles was the 
chief exponent. 1 The twelfth Philolaic fragment of Diels expressly mentions 
the four Empedoclean elements and joins them with the "hull of the sphere," 
a phrase which even Professor Burnet, though holding the fragments to be 
spurious, acknowledges as "a genuine Pythagorean expression." 2 If then 
Philolaus took over the elements, lorci in the present passage would signify 
the material substance of the world, existing as earth, air, fire, and water. 
And the author would thus imply that nature t/>w« had two aspects — the 
one active apfwvia, the other material Icrrt6. 

Since then iaru> is one side of epverts, the two notions linked together in the 
phrase d p-iv ia-rm . . . . kou aira piv a <pixris express only one idea in the 
author's mind and are thus used with a singular verb. The second piv is 
resumptive and confirmative of the first; together they introduce the dis- 
tinction between the material cpwris or IotuS, treated in the present sentence, 
and the active cpwris or appovia, treated in the next sentence beginning iwel 8£. 

The expression irXeov ya fj on, read by Boeckh and Diels, is not as difficult 
as it first appears; and it is far better than trXiovra %, which occurs in one 
manuscript, and than jrXdv ya jj, which Wachsmuth gives. irXiov must be 
taken as an adverb modifying iv8£x fTai > though it may be better translated 
with yvuMTiv. Professor A. A. Bowman has suggested to me that the on clause 
be taken closely with yvaxnv, or that rijv yvuxriv be supplied after ^ from the 
preceding. The phrase would then be rendered: "no more at any rate 
than the knowledge that." 

It is in this on clause that the greatest difficulty of the whole passage 
lies. The manuscripts are read as follows: on ov% olov rrjv ovOevi t£>v iovrwv 
KOi yi-yvtoo-KO/xeVcov v<p' d/ntov yeyv«r0ai (Vat. yeveo-Orf) . Everyone is agreed that 
olov r-qv should be corrected to olov r' rjv (or the Doric ^s). Boeckh keeps 

1 Burnet, Early Greek Phil.', p. 339. 2 Ibid., p. 341. 
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yiyvma-Koiieviov but writes yvuxrOfjpev for ytyvvrOai, and this is accepted by 
Meineke. Diels and Wachsmuth emend thus: ytyvioo-Ko/io'ov .... yevivOai. 
Hence all these revisions make the action following olov t' rjv one of knowing, 
and the translation would be as follows: "The real substance of things, 
being eternal, and indeed nature in itself admits of divine, but not human, 
knowledge, no more (human knowledge) at any rate than the knowledge that 
it would not be possible for anything .... to be (become, on the reading 
of Diels and Wachsmuth) known, were it not for the underlying substance 
of things " 

Apart from the violence of the change from ytywdai to yvuxrOfjuey, and 
the awkwardness of the periphrasis ytyvwo-Ko/itvov yevla-Oai, the passage is 
made almost self-contradictory by these emendations. We start with the 
assumption that real substance cannot be known and end with the assertion 
that this substance makes existing things known. And furthermore this 
doctrine that existing things could not be known without substance is in 
contradiction with another fragment (4, Diels), which says that they could 
not be known without number. Substance is a condition of existence; 
number is a condition of knowledge. But if we keep yiyvuxTKOficvtov and 
read ytvia-Oai. we do no violence to the text, we get a decent Greek sentence, 
and we change the main topic from knowledge to existence, which is far more 
consistent with the title wtpl <£wrios <«n apyuovlw; and with the meaning of the 
whole fragment. The only change from Diels's reading would be from 
yiyvuHTKo/ievov to yiyvuxrKo/jievutv, which is the form in the manuscripts; but 
the difference of meaning which this produces is very great. The whole 
sentence would then go: "the real substance of things, being eternal, and 
indeed nature in itself admits of divine, but not human, knowledge, no more 
at any rate than our knowledge that it would not be possible for anything 
that now exists and is known by us even to come into being, if it were not 
for this underlying substance of the things (both limiting and unlimited) 
from which the ordered universe was constructed." 

Zeller, after having advocated several different emendations of this 
passage, finally adopted yiyv<iMTKOju.ei>a>v .... ytvia-Oai in the fifth German 
edition of his Philosophie der Griechen (I, 346, n. 1), so that the reading which 
I am advocating is really his. It would be perhaps easier to correct ytyvia-Oai 
to ytyv«T0<H, but that would at the same time make it much more difficult to 
explain the ycvlo-Or) of the Vatican MS. The same line of reasoning also would 
tell against Diels's yo yevar&u. In other words, it is easier to explain both 
ytyviaOai and ytviaOr) as independent corruptions of an original ytviaOai 
than of an original yiyvto-Oat. or ya ytvla-Oai. I would accordingly drop the ya 
before y(ve<r$ai in Diels's text for this reason and because it gives a wrong 
color to the phrase v<f>' &fiS>v. 

We must be careful to understand what Philolaus means by this yevla-dai. 
In the first part of the present fragment, he says that the substance of things 
is eternal, and thus he takes his stand squarely on the fundamental postulate 
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of all Greek cosmology: ex nihilo nihil fit. Hence ycvcb-Au must refer to 
the formation of individual things out of the eternal stuff, and its subject 
ovOiv tu>v i6vTu>v is in line with this interpretation. In the latter part of the 
passage the author uses the expression o-wio-ra 6 Koo-fw;, by which he means 
that the ordered universe which we see is a construction. The action which 
brought it about is spoken of in different fragments under the terms dpfioxOij, 
<rwapfj.6x6ri, <TvyK€K\ti<rd<u. Hence yev«r&u here is the generic word for the 
process of fitting together or harmonizing the different primary elements 
(dpx<u) into particular objects which can be known. 

The significance of the whole passage would then be this: we really know 
only things that have number, that is, measurable form; and hence we 
cannot know the underlying substance of these things, for that does not 
admit of human measurement. But, though we do not know it, we may be 
said to know about it, and we may be theoretically certain that it forms the 
basis of existing knowable objects, since these objects could not exist without 
substance. The subject of the whole fragment is nature or the conditions of 
existence, and Philolaus is trying to show how the ordered universe that 
we know came into its present condition. It arose, he says, by the action 
of harmony on a basic substance, which we do not know but must infer. 
This substance consisted of different primary elements, and harmony fitted 
these together in such a way that nature <£wr« turns out to be an ordered 

world Kocr/ios. 

Robert Scoon 
Princeton University 



NOTE ON ISOCRATES' NICOCLES 21 

There is a difficulty in the text of Isocrates' Nicocles 21, which none of 
the editors has noted. The passage is as follows: rots yap kowok ol p.ev u>s 
t&W, ol 8' <!>s dXXoTpiois 7rpoo-«xovo-i TOV VO vv. It is one of a long series of 
antitheses (extending through 18-21) which set forth the advantages of the 
rule of kings over that of citizens in a democracy or an oligarchy. The 
meaning here, as the context shows, must be: kings give attention to affairs 
of state as if they were their own concern; citizens in other governments, 
as if they were the concern of others. But in all the other antitheses in the 
midst of which this one is set, ol p.ev is used consistently for officers or ministers 
in a democratic or an oligarchical state, while ol Be is used for kings. It is, 
therefore, hardly conceivable that in the single sentence above quoted so 
careful a stylist as Isocrates could have reversed the order. It is easier to 
assume that the words iSt'ois and aWorpiois have somehow changed places. 
The mere carelessness of a copyist may have been to blame, or the transposi- 
tion may have been due to a mental confusion produced by the fact that the 
doctrine here stated is contrary to Isocrates' own tributes to the old Athenian 



